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Research Question and Purpose 
McGregor (2000) argues that a dynamic approach must be taken in analyzing the relationship 
between tourist materials on the one hand and tourists’ experiences and the meaning that they 
attach to those experiences on the other: consumers of texts must be “approached to see how 
they, rather than highly-educated and critically-trained academics, make sense of and create 
meaning from the narratives. The basis of this approach is the assertion that texts themselves, by 
themselves, have no meaning” (p. 28). He investigates this relationship through comparing broad 
categories of experience in travelers’ written surveys and guidebooks.  This paper will look at 
texts and experiences through alternate means, developed from guidebooks and tourists’ sketch 
maps (also called cognitive maps and mental maps), and will conduct a third type of map 
analysis, morphological space syntax analysis, that is intended to be “based on the direct study of 
buildings and build environments, and guided by concepts formed out of the necessities of this 
study” (Hillier, 1996, p. 3). 
 
The major project of this paper is the construction of these various maps and comparing them.  
As shown below in the literature review, there are links between these types of maps, for  
example, between Lynch’s (1960) “imageability” and Hillier’s (1996) “intelligibility.”  (Dalton 
& Bafna, 2003; Long & Baran, 2006).  Dalton & Bafna (2003) have established relationships 
between elements of sketch map and syntactical analysis 
 
McGregor (2000) cites MacCannell (1999, first published 1976) as instigating research into 
whether tourists travel because of their alienation. At stake is whether tourists would look to 
guidebooks, or whether they would avoid that which is mentioned in them.  “[I]t is possible to 
suggest that the less a particular tourist type cares about the concept of authenticity, the greater 
the likelihood that textual representations of places will have a strong influence upon their 
perception of place” (McGregor, 31).  McGregor focuses his analysis on the authenticity seekers, 
on backpackers.  The tourists I studied are also backpackers, who tend to be of the group that 
does care about the concept of authenticity, and should therefore, according to this logical 
formulation, reject what guidebooks tell them.  Therefore, a potential hypothesis is that the maps 
drawn by backpackers will not correspond particularly well to that presented in guidebooks.  
This is complicated by the fact that there are guidebooks directed at different groups, Fodor’s 
and Frommer’s at a general audience, while Lonely Planet and Rough Guide are directed at this 
“alternative” backpacker audience.  I do not have maps drawn by non-backpackers, so I will not 
be able to complete a full analysis here. I will be able to test whether the backpackers correspond 
more closely to the guidebooks that are directed to them or at those directed to a general 
audience. 
 
A secondary section examines syntactical analysis of maps from Prague’s history.  If tourists are 
looking for an “authentic” experience, do their drawn maps line up with a certain era’s 
syntactical analysis?  Is this an era that the guidebooks stress?  This is the type of question that 
will be addressed below. 
 
Last semester I took Robin Moore’s course “Human Use of the Built Environment” at North 
Carolina State University.  In that course, I conducted two pilot projects.  In the first (Weiland, 
2009b), I examined Prague guidebook entries from several books and over many years, from 
1936 to the present, most from the 1980s, 1990s and 2000s.  In a somewhat unrefined manner, I 
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developed maps from the guidebooks and aggregated them by era.  Second, for my term project 
(Weiland, 2009a), I gathered sketch maps and questionnaires from NCSU design students who 
had spent a term in Prague.  Finally, during the summer of 2009 I spent five weeks in Prague 
gathering sketch maps and questionnaires from tourists, locals and ex-patriots in the city.   
 
Literature Review 
The three forms of maps I am aggregating, from sketch maps, space syntax analysis, and from 
tourist guidebooks, are linked in several ways.  Sketch mapping is the oldest of the three forms 
of analysis, beginning with Lynch’s seminal The Image of the City (1960).  It laid out two major 
themes that bridge to both syntactical analysis and the mapping of guidebooks.  First, Lynch 
sought  to discover the “legibility” of a cityscape, that is, “the ease with which its parts can be 
recognized and can be organized into a coherent pattern” (Lynch, 1960, pp. 2-3). Meanwhile, in 
the book that codified much of space syntax, Space is the Machine (1996), Hillier defines an 
important aspect of that field, “intelligibility”: “An intelligible system is one in which well-
connected spaces also tend to be well-integrated” (p. 129).  Dalton & Bafna (2003) have begun 
relating these two concepts.  By examining the legibility of gathered sketch maps and the 
intelligibility of the space syntax analysis of Prague, we can see if there is a relationship between 
the two.  Further showing the relationship between sketch maps and space syntax, Kim & Penn 
(2004) found that “The frequency with which configurational elements are identified on the 
sketch maps is highly correlated with all the syntactic measures” (p. 501).    
 
The second bridge between sketch maps, space syntax and guidebook analysis, is the 
classification method Lynch proposes: grouping the elements on maps into paths, edges, 
districts, nodes and landmarks (1960, pp. 47-48).  Dalton & Bafna (2003) draw connections 
between these elements and syntactical measurements, especially axial lines and isovists. One of 
the two analyses that develop maps from guidebooks, Suzuki, et al. (2005), used Lynch’s 
elements as major types of referents for distinguishing maps developed from American and 
Japanese guidebooks. 
 
Having established the links between these forms of maps, we shall look at the literature of each 
in more detail: 
 
Sketch/Cognitive/Mental Mapping and Tourism 
Much of the literature review of sketch mapping and tourism comes from my preliminary paper, 
The Destination Image of Prague (Weiland 2009a). 
 
The sketch map and questionnaire method I employ was developed by Aram Son in The 
Measurement of Tourist Destination Image (2005), in which the image of Sydney and 
Melbourne, Australia are examined. Son sites Pocock and Hudson (1978) as developing a 
conceptual framework for analyzing a city’s destination image.  That framework includes two 
aspects of destination image: the designative, or “what is where” image and an appraisive image, 
or the meaning attached to a place. The appraisive image is further separated into an evaluative 
or cognitive image, that is, “how individuals evaluate places and differentiate between them”, 
and an affective image, or how those places make them feel (Son, 2005).    
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My questionnaire is based on Son’s.  In it, the evaluative image was gathered through a question 
that asked respondents “to write five attributes that they want to tell their friends in their home 
country when considering Sydney or Melbourne” and open ended questions intended to clarify 
those responses (2005, p. 282, 286).  The affective image was measured by semantic differential 
scales consisting “of opposite adjective pairs such as boring-interesting, pleasant-unpleasant and 
unfavourable-favourable” (Son, 2005, p. 286).   
  
Spatial Syntax and Tourism 
Morphological space syntax (syntactical) analysis grew out of a desire to look at the spaces 
between and within buildings in a neutral manner (Hillier & Hanson, 1984; Hillier, 1996).  When 
looking at large urban areas, such as Prague, space syntax generally uses the technique of axial-
line analysis (Hillier, 1996; Penn, 2003; Bafna, 2003). Various axial-line analyses have been 
shown to correlate network relationships with pedestrian presence (Hillier, et al., 1993; Penn, 
2003, Raford, N. & Ragland, D. R., 2006;  Baran, et al. 2008).  Nevertheless, this axial-line 
technique is continually being expanded: Asami, et al. (2003) have introduced the third 
dimension to space syntax analysis. Chen (2009) brings traditional Chinese space classifications 
to syntactical analysis: knee-level space, that is, what can be walked to, vs. eye-level, that is, 
what can be seen.  These may be important components to look at in Prague, as it is such a hilly 
city, and one in which sites such as the castle and the metronome are quite visible from many 
areas of the city, and therefore are well known and visited, but are not well connected in a axial-
line diagram that would be generated from a two-dimensional plan.  The third dimension 
analysis is not yet mature, however, and I was unable to use it in this project. 
 
While a view-shed analysis of the city of Prague has been conducted (Čtyroký & Bradová, 
2007), I have yet to find an axial-line analysis of the city. Unfortunately, their end product and 
results are not publicly available. 
 
Integration and tourist activity have been shown to be correlated (unpublished Gospodini & 
Loukissas, 1998 {cited in Gospodini, 2001}).  While they did not count tourists particularly, 
Raford and Ragland (2006) discovered that space syntax analysis was more robust after 
incorporating proximity to tourist attractions.  Mohareb, et al. (2008) used space syntax to locate 
start/end dropping points for guided tours. 
 
I have discovered three sources for historical maps of Prague: Giustino (2003) details the history 
of the decision to change the Jewish ghetto from a medieval to a baroque street system in the late 
19th century. It also contains maps of the area before and after this change. Cafourek (1965) has 
maps of the city’s built form since 1420, which I have geocoded into a format that is suitable to 
syntactical analysis.   
 
Desyllas (1996) shows that as Berlin’s morphology has changed since the 17th century, both 
before the 20th century and during it, urban property values have changed in corresponding 
manner.  While I do not have access to Prague property values since the times of the earliest 
maps that I have available, this is evidence that a syntactical analysis of the city’s historical maps 
will be valuable.  Kigawa, et al. (2006) conclude that “the intention of Baroque was to configure 
a Multi-Center layout for the dynamic function of the city” (p. 269).  This would be especially 
interesting to test in Prague: before the late medieval expansion of the city, it had a few major 
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centers due to its geography: Old Town Square on one side of the river; the castle on the hill, on 
the other side of the river; and Malá Strana Square on the plain on the castle side of the river. 
The late medieval and early modern expansions did add new centers, and it will be interesting to 
see if this evolution corresponds to that essayed by Kigawa. 
  
Guidebook Analysis 
Many tourists look to guidebooks before their visit (Nolan 1976, Gitelson and Crompton 1983), 
especially amongst the “explorer” or backpacker population (Snepenger, 1987). The guidebook 
depiction of experiences one can have on holiday, along with other inputs that might influence a 
tourist, correlate with the experiences that travelers in fact have on those holidays (McGregor, 
2000). A places’ inclusion in a guidebook correlates with where tourists visit (Zillinger, 2006). 
Therkelsen and Sørensen (2005) conducted in-depth interviews to discover the nature of the 
relationship between tourists and their guidebooks. They discovered self-reported uses of 
guidebooks, and categorized guidebook users accordingly. Zillinger (2006) cites an unpublished 
paper of his own that found that  
 
In a study on German tourists’ travels in Sweden, 67% of the respondents declared that they used and were 
influenced by guidebooks (Zillinger, 2005). Guidebooks had the highest direct influence on the choice of 
tourist site and activity.  
 
Developing maps from guidebooks is as yet a relatively unexplored methodology.  Lew (1991) 
discovered that guidebooks aimed at different markets (expats, general tourists, backpackers, 
etc.) vary in their “core nuclei locations and attraction orientation…their spatial structure is 
essentially the same” (p. 11).  Suzuki, et al., found that maps generated from and contained 
within Japanese and American guidebooks differed significantly (2005).  Both related their 
analyses to sketch mapping, Lew in his literature review (p. 12), and Suzuki, et al. in their 
analysis typology, looking for landmarks, paths, etc. Neither, however, compared actual sketch 
maps to those developed from guidebooks.  Intercoder reliability is not well documented: 
Suzuki, et al. did not describe their methodology in this manner, Lew coded the guidebooks 
alone (p. 5).  
 
More literature is cited at appropriate places in the text. 
 
Sketch Maps 
 
Introduction 
The full research method of sketch map and questionnaire was developed by Aram Son in The 
Measurement of Tourist Destination Image, in which was developed images of Sydney and 
Melbourne, Australia. Son sites Pocock and Hudson (1978) as developing a conceptual 
framework for analyzing a city’s destination image.  That framework includes two aspects of 
destination image: the designative, or “what is where” image and an appraisive image, or the 
meaning attached to a place. The appraisive image is further separated into an evaluative or 
cognitive image, that is, “how individuals evaluate places and differentiate between them”, and 
an affective  image, or how those places make them feel (Figure 1).  Though Son used the term 
“cognitive image” to describe the first of these, this paper will use the term “evaluative” because 
sketch maps are often called “cognitive maps,” therefore presenting the possibility of confusion 
(Son, 2005, p. 280).    
Page 9 of 74 
 
 
Figure 1: Son’s breakdown of image of place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adapted from Son, 2005 
 
The designative image, or where things are in relation to each other, can be examined through 
sketch maps (Son, 2005, p. 280).  Two somewhat distinctive methods of analysis were employed 
by Son and will be employed below.  The first was developed by Lynch in his seminal work The 
Image of the City (1960).  Several types of features, such as paths and districts, are counted on 
each sketch map, and the resulting average for each group of maps average can be compared to 
that of other cities.  For example, maps showed that “Sydney is perceived as a spatially 
dominated city whereas Melbourne is seen as a path-oriented city” (Son, 2005, p. 288).  
Secondly, the individual image features in sketch maps can be totaled to discover which make up 
the public image of the city (Son, 2005, pp. 264-287). 
 
This study of the Image of Prague slightly adapts the questionnaire that Son developed to 
discover the evaluative and affective images.  The evaluative image was gathered through a 
question that asked respondents “to write five attributes that they want to tell their friends in their 
home country when considering Sydney or Melbourne” and open ended questions intended to 
clarify those responses (2005, p. 282, 286).  The affective image was measured by seven-point 
semantic differential scales consisting “of opposite adjective pairs such as boring-interesting, 
pleasant-unpleasant and unfavourable-favourable” (Son, 2005, p. 286).   
 
Background 
The three broad groups answering the survey are: North Carolina State University (NCSU) 
design students who had been to Prague for study-abroad, but who were surveyed sometimes 
years later in North Carolina; tourists at Sir Toby’s Hostel, Delnicka 24, Holesovice, Prague 7; 
and our most amorphous group, long-term residents surveyed in Prague.  This last group 
included people from many countries, including the Czech Republic, the United Stated, 
Germany, Slovakia and Canada; people who work at or have worked at the aforementioned Sir 
Toby’s, researchers at the Terezin Institute, students, and booksellers. 
 
A note about the subjects’ familiarity with maps, and willingness and ability to draw sketch maps 
should be made here. In his dissertation and later book Turkish Cologne (1977), John R. Clark 
interviewed and gathered sketch maps from Turkish workers living in the city of Cologne, 
Germany. Many of his respondents were devout Muslims who “might have taken the Islamic 
prohibition on graven images more seriously and thus refused to draw” (p. 20). He writes that 
therefore “I had respondents point out locations on paper while I drew them in” (p. 21). Further, 
“some of the respondents were barely literate so I labeled the map as they drew it” (p. 21).  
Mental Mapping
Orientation and spatial components
Designative image
Attributes
Cognitive or evaluative:
Knowledge and beliefs about a place
Semantic differential scales
Affective
Feelings and meaning attached to a place
Appraisive image
IMAGE OF PLACE
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Finally, “Most were unfamiliar with maps, their experience with them usually being restricted to 
their time in the Turkish army. Only one man said that he had ever owned a map of Cologne.”  
 
The design students at NCSU, on the other hand, we can assume are literate, familiar with maps, 
and have well developed drawing skills.  According to participant William Seippel III, all 
participants in the program were given maps before they even arrived at the city (personal 
communication).  Most tourists are also familiar with guidebooks, and therefore with maps.  
Locals, many of whom work at a hostel, would likewise be more familiar with maps generally, 
and maps of Prague in particular. 
 
Methodology  
Questionnaires (reproduced in the appendix) and blank paper for sketch maps were distributed in 
person at the NCSU College of Design, Sir Toby’s hostel, and to long-term residents at various 
locations around Prague including Shakespeare and Son’s English-language bookshop/café at 
Krymska 12, Vrsovice, Prague 10.   
 
A total of eighteen maps and nineteen questionnaires were completed by NCSU students. Of 
twenty-three questionnaires distributed in person, fourteen were completed (60.9%).  
Approximately fifty-five people were notified of the availability of the online questionnaire, and 
five completed it1
 
 (approximately 9.1%).  Many of the people who were made aware of it, 
however, were also approached in the face-to-face gathering, so this percentage is not necessarily 
as low as it looks.  A blank piece of eighteen-by-twelve inch piece of paper was distributed with 
each questionnaire during the face-to-face session, and three were distributed to people who had 
filled out questionnaires online.  Fifteen were completed by the twenty-three people asked to 
complete the questionnaire in person (65.2%). Three sketch maps were completed by those filled 
out a questionnaire online (approximately 5.5%).  
While I do not have records of how many surveys I distributed in Prague, I do know how many 
questionnaires and maps were completed:  Twenty-two tourists completed questionnaires; of 
these twenty-one drew maps.  Seventeen long-term residents completed questionnaires, of which 
eleven drew maps. 
 
In order to develop as unguided an image of Prague as possible, little instruction was given in the 
directions for the sketch maps.  Participants were simply asked to draw their image of the city.  If 
they asked for more guidance, they were told that they would not be judged by how “correct” 
their drawing was, and that they could draw things that were meaningful to them or things that 
stuck out in their memory. This sketch map request is different from Son’s, who included 
examples of “diverse examples of sketch maps drawn of other locations” and “Respondents were 
asked to fill in as many details as they could remember” (p. 282).  Clark’s request for sketch 
maps from Turks living in Cologne also differed from mine, who distributed paper which already 
had two prominent landmarks (the main railroad station and a central plaza) marked.  This 
                                                 
1 Invitations to the online survey were emailed to students who had gone on the program by a professor of the 
program, Art Rice, and a student of it, William Seippel III.  Neither remembers exactly how many people they sent 
the invitation to, though Rice estimates 40, and Seippel estimates 15 (personal communication).  There may also 
have been overlap here, so the number may be lower than the simple addition of the two groups. 
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facilitated his analysis by setting a scale and orientation to the maps (1977, pp. 20-21).  Lynch’s 
instructions were the following: 
 
We would like you to make a quick map of Central Boston, inward or downtown from 
Massachusetts Avenue. Make it just as if you were making a rapid description of the city to a 
stranger, covering all the main features. We don’t expect an accurate drawing—just a rough 
sketch. 
-Lynch, 1960, p. 141. 
 
He therefore did not give much guidance in the creation of the map, save for the general area to 
be covered and the fact that he said the word “map” in his request.  
 
Following the suggestion of my professor, Robin Moore, I attempted to leave the interpretation 
of “drawing” and the scale up to the respondent (personal communication).  This allowed for 
drawings that were not maps, but that still were usable in analysis, showing paths and landmarks. 
Image 1, for example, is one sketch of Prague that might not have been produced had the 
respondent been asked to draw a “map,” but still has plenty of usable information, such as the 
river, Petřín Hill, the Castle and Wenceslas Square.  The scale was also left open to the 
respondents, allowing everything from image 2, which depicts some meaningful graffiti with the 
Vltava in the background, to image 3, a drawing that denotes many areas of the city, and points 
towards distant places such as the airport that is some six miles from the city center (Google 
Earth, 2009). 
 
 
Image 1: Drawing of Prague that may not have been produced had respondent been asked for a “map.”  Drawn by a 22-year-old male 
architecture graduate student. 
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Image 2: Drawing of Prague with meaningful graffiti and river bend; writing says: “Lenka a vít” (trans: Lenka and vít,” both of which are 
Czech names) and below, “found on a wall first day in the city.” Drawn by an architecture graduate student who did not reveal his or her 
gender or age. 
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Image 3: Drawing of Prague that denotes many areas of the city, and points towards places such as the airport that is some six miles from the 
city center (Google Earth). Drawn by a 26-year-old female architecture graduate student. 
 
Coding scheme for the sketch maps 
Analysis of the maps was carried out following the method outlines by Son (2005).  In turn, he 
looked to Lynch (1960) for his basic method: Lynch counted and identified five types of 
elements: paths, districts, landmarks, edges and nodes.   Following Pearce (1977), Son excluded 
nodes and edges from his study.  Son cites Walmsey and Lewis (1993) in arguing that: 
 
whether a place is a node or just a landmark cannot be easily be discerned from a map alone, 
because identification of nodes requires knowledge of the purposive behavior of the subjects.  For 
instance, a shopping centre can be a landmark if it is used as a reference point for navigation, but it 
might be a node if it becomes a focal point of the individual’s day-to-day life. 
-Son, 2005, p. 282. 
Nodes are also excluded, therefore, from this analysis.  Son (2005) and Pearce (1977) excluded 
edges from his analysis because his study only looked at the downtown, which he presumed 
would not have lines of separation. This claim strikes me as an odd assumption because districts 
of cities often have smaller elements within them.  Further, Lynch asked his respondents to only 
draw the downtown as well, but included the feature-types. Whether or not this claim is valid, we 
are looking at the whole city, so edges are worth analyzing.  Following Son, who in turn 
followed Pearce (1977), the elements are defined as follows: 
 
(1) Paths—defined as all the streets, roads, lanes drawn by subjects. They can be either named or 
unnamed. 
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(2) Districts—defined as a named area of any size. The concept of plurality is involved in a 
district.  For example, ‘a hotel’ is a landmark but ‘hotels’ is a district. Examples of districts 
might be parks, a business area, or a residential area. 
(3) Landmarks—defined as named singular sites of any size. Buildings, attractions or monuments 
located inaccurately qualify as a landmark. Examples of landmarks might be a post office, a 
church or a school. 
-Son, 2005, p. 283 
 
For edges, we look to Lynch (1960):   
 
Edges are linear elements not considered paths: they are usually, but not always, the 
boundaries between two kinds of areas….The Charles River in Boston is the best example.”  
-  p. 62 
 
Sketch map coding might rightfully be seen as an inexact science, and therefore, ideally 
intercoder reliability would have been tested.  While this did not occur for this assignment, Son 
had two students code fifteen maps to test reliability, finding that “correlations of interjudging 
were high” (2005, p. 283).  Further, Martin Young, in his article Cognitive Maps of Nature-
Based Tourists (1999) had six assistants code maps independently and found that the “reliability 
of overall coding procedure was excellent” (p. 824).  Therefore, we can have some assurance that 
my coding was accurate. 
 
Results 
 
An explanation of groups 
There were fifty maps drawn and fifty-eight questionnaires.  Throughout this analysis of maps 
and questionnaires, they are shown in the following categorizations: Female (28 questionnaires, 
25 maps) [1 without gender response], male (30, 24), European (14, 10), North American (42, 
37) [also one Australian and one South American].  Another categorization is NCSU, 
respondents being distinctive in two ways: first, they were all in Prague for between two weeks 
and x months, and are therefore contrasted with others via time.  NCSU students (19, 18) were 
also all drawing from memory, up to several years.  There were   They are therefore contrasted 
with the rest of the respondents who all completed the surveys in Prague.  Therefore, another 
group is the “In Prague” group (39, 32). The final two groups, to be contrasted to NCSU and to 
each other, are the “under two weeks” group, which consists primarily of tourists, though there is 
also one intern (22, 21), and the over 1 year group (17, 11), which are long-term residents of 
various backgrounds: born in Prague, Czech but not from Prague, European but not from Czech 
Republic, and North American. 
 
Designative Image of Prague through Sketch Maps 
Son started his analysis of maps by showing how idiosyncratic they were because they “were 
based on each individuals’ [sic] experience of places and each individual’s preference” (2005, 
pp. 283-284).  The maps gathered for this survey were no different, and I would add that they 
differed in how each individual wanted to draw a picture at that particular time.  Some maps 
were pictorial representations of the city, including Images 1 and 2 above.  By far the simplest 
map was Image 4, drawn by someone who, perhaps not surprisingly, had the most negative 
average affective image of the city. 
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Image 4: By far the simplest map of Prague, drawn by someone who, perhaps not surprisingly, had the most negative average affective image 
of the city. Drawn by a 28-year-old female NCSU architecture graduate student. 
 
Image 5 was the most spatially dominated map: there is the river and an island, the penzion the 
students stayed in, and their studio space, but the rest of the map is districts connected by line-of-
power-like arrows. 
 
 
Image 5: Spatially dominated map of Prague. Drawn by a 23-year-old male NCSU landscape architecture undergraduate student. 
 
Images 3 and 6 were more complicated maps, with paths, districts, edges and landmarks. 
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Image 6: Complicated map including paths, districts, edges and landmarks. Drawn by a 27-year-old female NCSU landscape architecture 
graduate student. 
 
 
Image 7: Small area map with arrows pointing at areas away from the focus, including the Vltava. Charles Square and Old Town Square. 
Drawn by a 22-year-old male NCSU landscape architecture undergraduate student. 
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Neither Lynch nor Son give numbers regarding how many of each type of element were present 
in the maps. Pearce, in his analysis of tourists’ mental maps of Oxford, UK, Mental Souvenirs: A 
Study of Tourists and Their City Maps (1977) does include numbers for paths, landmarks and 
districts, split by sex, length of stay (two or six days) and whether they stayed in the periphery or 
the center (.3 km or 2.9 km) (p. 207). Because the number of Prague surveys are not high enough 
to assume parametric data, and the Oxford data is not detailed enough to use non-parametric 
analysis upon, statistical significance of much of the below data is not possible to determine. 
Further, these statistics are for different cities:  it is quite possible that there are, say, more paths 
in the imageable area of Prague than in the imageable area of Oxford: it is, after all, a much 
larger city.   This, then is presented as interesting, but not necessarily significant, comparison. 
 
Figure 2 looks at Prague vs. Oxford over all. Though Pearce does not report average numbers for 
the Oxford data overall, his groups are of equal size, so averages can be derived from the data he 
does provide. Figure 3 looks at Pearce’s first distinction, length of stay. Figure 4 looks at 
respondents’ locations and Pearce’s location data.  Both the NCSU pension and Sir Toby’s are 
approximately 2.7 km from the center of the city, judged here as Old Town Square.  Figure 5 
looks at Prague and Pearce’s sex data.  For this last set of data, statistical analysis is possible 
within cities, as Pearce reported his ANOVA data, and we can perform Mann-Whitney U tests 
on our data.  Again, Pearce did not count edge data. 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Prague vs. Oxford, by time 
Prague  
Oxford  Average Count Mann-Whitney P 
 < 2 wks 
2 wks-6 mo >1 yr 
<2 wk v. 2 
wks to 6 mo. 
2 wks to 6 
mo vs > yr 
<2 wk v. 
> yr 
Two days  Six days 
Path 13.0 10.9 6.4 0.5041 0.6506 0.2290 4.19 6.03 
Landmark 5.5 8.3 13.4 0.5328 0.2552 0.1068 6.97 9.39 
District 0.9 1.2 6.2 0.5876 0.1352 0.0439** 2.19 3.22 
Edge 1.0 1.4 0.7 0.5280 0.1175 0.0722* -- -- 
*p < .1 
**p < .05                                                                                              Oxford data: Pearce, 1977, p. 207 
 
Figure 4: Prague vs. Oxford, Location 
 
Prague Oxford 
                  
2.7 km – NCSU &  
Sir Toby’s 
0.3 km  2.9 km 
Path 12.4 4.22 6.00 
Landmark 6.8 7.42 8.94 
District 1.0 2.44 2.97 
Edge 1.2 -- -- 
Oxford data: Pearce, 1977, p. 207 
Figure 2: Prague vs. Oxford 
 
Prague Oxford 
Path 10.6 5.11 
Landmark 7.5 8.18 
District 2.1 2.70 
Edge 2.0 -- 
Oxford data: Pearce, 1977, p. 207 
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Figure 5: Prague vs. Oxford, Sex 
 
Prague* Oxford 
                  F M Mann-Whitney P F M Reported ANOVA P 
Path 10.29167 12.08696 0.1716 4.00 6.22 .01** 
Landmark 8.75 7.608696 0.6385 7.69 8.67  
District 1.25 3.043478 0.3877 2.50 2.92  
Edge 1.041667 1.130435 0.6306 -- -- -- 
* One respondent did not record sex. 
**p<.05 
Oxford data: Pearce, 1977, p. 207 
 
Figure 6: Prague, Europeans vs. North Americans 
 
European 
N. 
American  
Mann-
Whitney P 
Path 5.1 12.9 .1206 
Landmark 7.0 8.3 .5565 
District 4.4 1.6 .8345 
Edge 0.8 1.2 .1582 
 
Perhaps a better comparison between Oxford and Prague than all of Prague’s data would be 
between the Oxford 2.9 km group and NCSU students and Sir Toby’s residents, who lived 
approximately the same distance from the center of the city.  While landmarks and districts are 
not very different, Prague seems to have an image with many more paths than does Oxford.   
 
The difference between Europeans and North American images of Prague (figure 6) are not 
significant due to the small number of Europeans surveyed, but the difference in number of paths 
and districts may be worth more research: North Americans tended to draw many more paths, 
while Europeans tended to draw more districts.  Part of this may be that European were more 
likely to be long-term residents, and therefore know more areas outside the city.  One theory as 
to why the N.A. might draw many more paths is shown in images 8 and 9: 
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Image 8: Map including squiggly lines in Old Town, Drawn by a 28-year-old male NCSU architecture graduate student. 
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Image 9: Map including squiggly lines in Old Town, Drawn by a 27-year-old female tourist from Michigan. 
 
North Americans, whose cities rarely have windy streets in the medieval style, often drew a 
bunch of squiggly lines to represent the skinny windy streets in the older parts of Prague.  It 
would make sense that this is a novelty to North Americans, but less interesting to Europeans. 
 
Alleyways in city are like secret passages.  
- 34 year old tourist from Chicago 
 
When we compare within the Prague data, most interesting is that the long-term residents 
tended to draw many more districts, and fewer edges.  That they would draw more of 
something is expected.  That they would draw significantly fewer is unexpected, and 
should be examined further. 
 
Public Image of Prague 
Continuing to follow Lynch and Son, the public image of Prague will be “identified based on the 
image factors frequently drawn by the respondents” (Son, 2005, 284). Of course, ours is not a 
“public” image.  These are rather narrow images: that of NCSU designers living in Prague for 
less than five months, tourists staying at a particular hostel, and a small sampling of long-term 
residents, many of whom are socially connected.  Nevertheless, this term has gained adoption, as 
neither Lynch’s nor Son’s collection of respondents was representative of their cities.  Figure 7 
shows the public image of Prague based upon the top 10 image factors drawn in sketch maps.   
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The top four factors for respondents were the Vltava River, Prague Castle, and Charles Bridge.  
This is an interesting mix: the river is an edge, and though few edges were drawn on the maps, 
the Vltava was in 43 of the 48 maps; very few other edges were drawn.   
 
Old Town Square and Wenceslas Square, according to Son’s and Pearce’s categorization, are 
landmarks, though Lynch would call them nodes.  Wenceslas Square, which is in fact a 
boulevard, could well be considered a path.  They do satisfy part of Lynch’s definition of a node: 
“the strategic foci into which the observer can enter” (1960, p. 72).  But are they the “‘100’ per 
cent’ commercial corner…the focus and symbol of an important region” (1960, p. 76)? Yes and 
no.  There is no question that these are the places tourists flock to. But are they the important 
places in Prague through which the respondents to this survey go through every day?  Decidedly 
not.  Some quotes regarding the squares:  “Wencenslas [sic] Square after 2:00 am. Sketchy guys 
trying to lure you into strip clubs.” “Old Town Square: full of tourists and terrible restaurants.” 
“Certain parts of main city square/Blvd Wenceslas Square b/c of extreme amount of tourists + 
people trying to take advantage of tourists.”  These are not nodes for these people: they are 
places to be avoided.  This is not to say that squares cannot be nodes, but that it is difficult to see 
from sketch maps whether they are or not. 
 
Figure 7: Most mapped images of Prague 
M Total M Female M Male M European M. N. American 
1. Vltava (43) 1. Vltava (20) 1. Vltava (21) 1. Vltava (10) 1. Vltava (31) 
2. Prague Castle (35) 2. Prague Castle (16) 2. Prague Castle (18) 2. Prague Castle (7) 2. Prague Castle (26) 
3. Charles Br. (28) 3. Charles Br. (14) 3. Charles Br. (13) 3. Charles Br. (5) 3. Charles Br. (22) 
4. Old Town Square 
(20) 4. Wenceslas Sq. (8) 3. Old Town Square (13) 4. Old Town (4) 4. Old Town Square (16) 
5. Petrin Hill (17) 5. Petrin Hill (7) 4. Petrin Hill (10) 4. letna park (4) 5. Petrin Hill (13) 
5. Wenceslas Sq. (17) 5. Old Town (7) 5. Wenceslas Sq. (9) 5. Old Town Square (3) 5. Wenceslas Sq. (13) 
7. Old Town (16) 7. Old Town Square (6) 5. Old Town (9) 5. Petrin Hill (3) 7. Old Town (12) 
8. Manes Bridge (13) 
7. Clock tower/ Old 
Town Hall (6) 5. Legii Bridge (9) 5. Wenceslas Sq. (3) 8. Legii Bridge (11) 
8. Legii Bridge (13) 9. letna park (5) 5. Manes Bridge (9) 5. Cechuv Bridge (3) 8. Manes Bridge (11) 
10. Cechuv Bridge (12) 9. NCSU institute (5) 5. Cechuv Bridge (9) 
5. Clocktower/ Old 
Town Hall (3) 10. Cechuv Bridge (9) 
   
5. most jiraskuv (3) 10. NCSU institute (9) 
   
5. stromkova (3) 
 
   
5. zoo (3) 
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M. There 
M. Memory/NCSU/ 
weeks - months M Tourist/ < 2 weeks M Long Term/ > year 
1. Vltava (30) 1. Vltava (13) 1. Vltava (20) 1. Vltava (10) 
2. Prague Castle (23) 2. Prague Castle (12) 2. Prague Castle (17) 2. Prague Castle (6) 
3. Charles Br. (20) 3. NCSU Institute (9) 3. Charles Br. (15) 3. Charles Br. (5) 
4. Old Town Square 
(13) 4. Charles Br. (8) 4. Old Town Square (11) 3. Holesovice (5) 
5. Petrin Hill (12) 4. Wenceslas Sq. (8) 5. Petrin Hill (9) 3. Stromkova Park (5) 
6. Manes Bridge (10) 6. Old Town Square (7) 5. Manes Bridge (9) 6. Letna Hill (4) 
7. Wenceslas Sq. (9) 6. Old Town (7) 7. Legii Bridge (8) 6. Zizkov Hill (4) 
7. Old Town (9) 6. NCSU Pension (7) 7. Cechuv Bridge (8) 6. Zizkov Monument (4) 
7. Cechuv Bridge (9) 9. Petrin Hill (5) 7. St. Vitus Cathedral (8) 6. Karlin (4) 
7. Letna Hill (9) 9. Legii Bridge (5) 10. Wenceslas Sq. (6) 6. Nam. Miru (4) 
 
9. Strelecky Island (5) 10. Old Town (6) 
  
 
 
All images by the author, save: 
Prague Castle and Charles Bridge: luisvilla, 2007 
Vltava and Bridges: Bugsy Rocker, 2006. 
Figure 8: Public Image of Prague from all maps  
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All images by the author, save: 
Prague Castle and Charles Bridge: luisvilla, 2007 
Zizkov Hill & Monument: roryms, 2006 
 
Figure 9: Public Image of Prague from maps drawn by long-term residents. 
 
Three places were amongst the top ten of all categorizations, and were the top three in all but 
one: the Vltava River, Prague Castle and Charles Bridge.  Though these are tourist attractions, it 
seems that they are so set in the image of Prague that even the long term-residents drew them 
more than any other feature.  The next four most-drawn objects are what might be considered 
second-level tourist attractions: amongst the top ten drawn features of all groupings save long 
term residents: Wenceslas Square, Petrin Hill, Old Town and Old Town Square.  While Petrin 
may not be considered an A-level tourist attraction, it is obviously in tourists’ minds.  Perhaps 
this is because of its positioning in the city. 
 
The features drawn by long-term residents are not so easy to categorize: two districts, three 
hill/parks, a monument, and a square that is outside the main tourist area, though as we shall see, 
central to the spatial syntax of the city. 
 
Amongst NCSU students, both the pension at which the respondents stayed and the Prague 
institute where they studied were often drawn, showing how important home and work are to 
people’s images of the cities that they live in, even if not the overall public image of the city.   
 
When we look at the maps as drawn by various groups, some other patters emerge: 
Page 24 of 74 
 
 
 
Figure 10: Public Image of Prague from all residents 
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Figure 11: Public Image of Prague from long-term residents 
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Figure 12: Public Image of Prague, less than 2 weeks 
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Figure 13: Public Image of Prague from NCSU students, from memory 
 
Images 10, 11 and 12 share an interesting story: 10 is the aggregate map of those who had lived 
in Prague for over a year, 11 is that of those who had been in Prague for less than a week, and 12 
is that of NCSU students who had lived there for two weeks to several months.  The difference in 
coverage between the first two maps is striking if not surprising: those who have lived in Prague 
for a long time drew much more of the city, and many more of the outer areas, and more paths 
amongst those areas.  The NCSU group is different from these two in two ways.  First, they were 
in Prague for a medium term in comparison.  Secondly, they were drawing from memory.  If the 
fact of drawing from memory were not particularly important, we could expect the NCSU 
aggregate map to be somewhere between the other two in coverage and number of things drawn.  
In fact, the aggregate NCSU map is even more bare than the current tourists’ aggregate map.  
The areas outside the center that the NSCU map contains are all ones that we know were part of 
their daily lives or the life of the visitor: their pension was in Vinohrady, Prague 10; Riegorovy 
Sady is the local park.  Vysehrad was a frequented place for studio drawing, and the airport and 
Holesovice train station are major tourist nodes.  Particularly interesting is the difference 
between the under-two week and NCSU maps in terms of paths: the tourist map contained 52 
lines, while the NCSU maps contain only 22.  There were 22 maps made by people there for less 
than two weeks, and 16 by NCSU students, so this corrects to 30.25 different paths drawn by 
NCSU students, a substantially smaller number.  Once again, this is not a substantial group that 
is otherwise the same, so conclusions cannot be drawn with certainty.  That being said, NCSU 
Holesovice 
Station 
 
Florenc Bus 
Station 
 
 
 
 
 
Vinohrady & 
Prague 10 
Airport 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vysehrad 
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landscape architects and architects are not a group that would be expected to draw few objects on 
maps. 
 
Questionnaires 
 
Evaluative Image of Prague through Questionnaires 
Again, following Son, to find the evaluative image of Prague, “respondents were asked to write 
five attributes that they want to tell their friends in their home county when considering” the city 
(2005, p. 286).  Additionally, questionnaires asked for places that respondents enjoyed and didn’t 
enjoy, and what they saw when they imagined the city.  Figure 14 shows the top ten attributes of 
Prague, while figure 15 shows the top attributes of Sydney and Melbourne   
 
 
 
Figure 14: Most common images of Prague from questionnaires 
Questionnaire Total Questionnaire Female Questionnaire Male Questionnaire European 
Questionnaire N. 
American 
1. Vltava (45) 1. Vltava (29) 1. Vltava (15) 1. Vltava (12) 1. Vltava (32) 
2. Charles Br. (25) 2. Charles Br. (14) 2. Charles Br. (11) 2. Prague Castle (7) 2. Charles Br. (20) 
3. Prague Castle (20) 3. Prague Castle (10) 3. Prague Castle (9) 3. Charles Br. (4) 3. Prague Castle (12) 
4. Vysehrad (15) 3. Vysehrad (10) 3. Old Town Sq. (9) 3. Vysehrad (4)  4. Vysehrad (11) 
5. Old Town Sq. (13) 5. Old Town (6) 5. Wenceslas Sq. (7) 3. Zizkov (4) 4. Old Town Sq. (11) 
6. Wenceslas Sq. (9) 6. Old Town Sq. (4) 6. Vysehrad (5) 6. Wenceslas Sq. (3) 6. Old Town (7) 
6. Old Town (9) 6. Letna Park (4) 7. Zizkov (4) 6. Vrsovice (3) 7. Wenceslas Sq. (6) 
7. Letna Park (7) 6. Petrin Hill (4) 8. Old Town (3) 6. U Jelinku Pub (3) 8. Letna Hill (5) 
8. Petrin Hill (6) 9. Kampa Island (3) 8. Letna Park (3) 
 
9. Petrin hill (4) 
9. Kampa Island (5) 9. Stromkova Park (3) 8. Charles Street (3)  9. Charles Street (4) 
9. Zizkov (5) 
 
8. Petrin Tower (3) 
  
  
8. Florenc (3) 
  
     
Questionnaire There Questionnaire Memory Questionnaire Tourist Questionnaire Long Term 
1. Vltava (24) 1. Vltava (21) 1. Charles Br. (13) 1. Vltava (12) 
2. Charles Br. (20) 2. Old Town Sq. (8) 2. Vltava (12) 2. Vysehrad (8) 
3. Prague Castle (14) 3. Prague Castle (6) 3. Prague Castle (8) 3. Charles Br. (7) 
4. Vysehrad (9) 3. Vysehrad (6) 4. Old Town (6) 4. Prague Castle (6) 
5. Old Town (7) 5. Charles Br. (5) 5. Old Town Sq. (4) 5. Letna Hill (5) 
5. Letna Hill (7) 5. Wenceslas Sq. (5) 5. Kampa Park/Island (4) 6. Zizkov (4) 
7. Old Town Sq. (5) 6. NCSU pension (3) 5. Petrin Tower (4) 6. Stromkova Park (4) 
8. Zizkov (5) 
 
8. Petrin hill (3) 7. Holesovice (3) 
  
8. Charles Street (3) 7. Wenceslas Sq. (3) 
   
7. Karlin (3) 
   
7. Vrsovice (3) 
   
7. U Jelinku Pub (3) 
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In the questionnaires, the opposite phenomena from the maps appears: again, the Vltava, Charles 
bridge and the Castle are amongst the top ten, indeed top five, for all groups.  All groups save the 
tourists, however, also mentioned Vysehrad, a secondary castle in the city, amongst their top ten.   
It may just be a little too far from the center to be on tourists’ radar. 
 
Figure 15: Top attributes of Sydney and Melbourne. 
Sydney  Melbourne  
1. Tourist attractions  1. Beautiful gardens  
2. Nice Beaches  2. Numerous restaurants and cafes  
3. Multicultural society  3. Good nightlife  
4. Friendly/kind people  4. Cold and unpredictable weather  
5. Variety of food  5. Trams  
6. Good shopping opportunities  6. Boring life  
7. Cleanliness  7. Friendly people  
8. Good nightlife and entertainment  8. Clean and fresh air  
9. Big city  9. Nice beaches  
10, Pleasant weather  10. Good shopping opportunity  
 Son, 2005, p. 288. 
 
Because the Prague data was focusing on mappable features of the maps, the charts are different 
in their contents.  While Son included more descriptive factors such as “tourist attractions” and 
“good nightlife”, I found this a difficult data type to convincingly enumerate.  For example, are 
“tower” and “spire” one category or two?  Should “old” and “historic” be considered a single 
category?  Nevertheless, some differences between the Australian descriptive factors and those 
from Prague can be seen, but not in an enumerated chart.   
 
The image of tourism is interestingly different between Sydney and Prague.  Those in Sydney 
identified tourist attractions above all else, while those in Prague identified tourists, and did so 
negatively.  Restaurants, bars and cafes, as well as food generally, were often mentioned in all 
cities, though Prague respondents alone identified beer as a top attribute.   
 
So good and so cheap: beer! 
- 23 year old Canadian male tourist 
 
The very centre of Prague where the biggest concentration of “tourism” is – and I don’t really 
mean the people…it’s the industry with its unbelievably fake imitation of an “authentic” Prague! 
- 30 year old Czech female 
 
Charles Bridge + “Charles” Street heading to it, during the summer – totally jam packed w/ 
tourists – can’t walk or ride bike through it. Totally terrible. 
- 30 year old American ex-pat 
 
Don’t worry about unfriendly people. 
- 25 year old American male tourist 
 
City transit is A+….People are unlikely to make eye contact, but not unfriendly. 
- 34 year old American male tourist 
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Affective Image of Prague through Questionnaires 
 
I will again allow Son to describe the process of analyzing the affective image of Prague: 
 
The affective images of the cities were measured by the semantic differential scales and these 
scales consisted of opposite adjective pairs such as boring-interesting, pleasant-unpleasant and 
unfavourable-favourable.  A seven-point scale is used for all bipolor scales where the positive 
poles were assigned to higher numbers. 
Son, 2005, p. 286 
 
Figure 16 compares the affective image of Prague to that of Sydney and Melbourne as gathered 
by Son (2005).  Mann-Whitney U tests were carried out where possible to discover if the 
affective images of Prague were significantly different.  The P values are reported in the figures.  
Son only reported a few of the categories, and those are included for comparison’s sake.  
Because Son did not include more detailed data, and because the Prague survey did not question 
enough people do assume that it is parametric, significance could not be tested against Sydney or 
Melbourne.   
 
Figure 16: Comparison of affective images between Prague, 
Sydney and Melbourne  
  Mean   
Affective  images  All Prague  Sydney  Melbourne  
ugly (1)-
beautiful(7) 5.913793103     
boring-interesting  5.896551724 4.45 3.92 
dirty-clean  4.327586207     
noisy-quiet  4.087719298     
chaotic-ordered  3.896551724     
smelly-fresh  4.189655172     
unfriendly-friendly  4.103448276     
unpleasant-pleasant  5.631578947 5.16 5.09 
sleepy-arousing  4.793103448 4.83 4.3 
distressing-relaxing  4.551724138 4.85 4.28 
gloomy-exciting  4.982142857 5.11 4.38 
unfavorable-
favorable  5.696428571 4.95 4.87 
 Sydney and Melbourne data: Son, 2005, p. 288; Chapel Hill and Raleigh data: Weiland, 2009a. 
 
The data does show that Prague is the most interesting, the most pleasant, and the most favorable 
of the three cities, and about as arousing, relaxing and exciting as the other cities. 
 
Looking more particularly at the Prague Data, we find: 
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Figure 17: Comparison of affective images of Prague, by sex 
  Mean   
Affective  images  Male (23) Female (25) p 
ugly (1)-beautiful(7) 5.9285714 6.1071429 0.73 
boring-interesting  5.9642857 6 0.3791 
dirty-clean  4.3214286 4.5357143 0.505 
noisy-quiet  4.1071429 4.0714286 0.9595 
chaotic-ordered  3.9642857 3.8928571 0.8653 
smelly-fresh  4.1428571 4.3214286 0.573 
unfriendly-friendly  4.1428571 4.1071429 0.9069 
unpleasant-pleasant  5.75 5.5357143 0.7811 
sleepy-arousing  4.8928571 4.75 0.8264 
distressing-relaxing  4.5357143 4.7142857 0.6461 
gloomy-exciting  5.0714286 4.9615385 0.7416 
unfavorable-
favorable  5.6296296 5.8214286 0.4513 
 
Figure 18: Comparison of affective images of Prague, by continent 
  Mean   
Affective  images  European North American p 
ugly (1)-beautiful(7) 5.642857143 6 0.337 
boring-interesting  5.5 6 0.1509 
dirty-clean  4.214285714 4.4047619 0.7335 
noisy-quiet  3.615384615 4.2142857 0.1354 
chaotic-ordered  3.857142857 3.9285714 0.8909 
smelly-fresh  4.357142857 4.1666667 0.5031 
unfriendly-friendly  4.857142857 3.8809524 0.0245** 
unpleasant-pleasant  5.461538462 5.6904762 0.2495 
sleepy-arousing  4.714285714 4.8095238 0.7407 
distressing-relaxing  4.071428571 4.6904762 0.1298 
gloomy-exciting  4.785714286 5 0.4978 
unfavorable-
favorable  5 5.9512195 0.005*** 
** Significant to the 0.05 level.  
*** Significant to the 0.01 level. 
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Figure 19: Comparison of affective images of Prague, under two weeks 
and over a year 
  Mean   
Affective  images  
under 2 wks 
(22) long term (10) day v years p 
ugly (1)-beautiful(7) 6.0833333 5.6666667 0.2854 
boring-interesting  6.0416667 5.1333333 0.035** 
dirty-clean  4.875 4.1333333 0.1223 
noisy-quiet  4.2916667 4.0714286 0.6635 
chaotic-ordered  4.3333333 4 0.6157 
smelly-fresh  4.375 4.4 0.8552 
unfriendly-friendly  4.7916667 4 0.0938* 
unpleasant-pleasant  6 4.8571429 0.0098*** 
sleepy-arousing  4.8333333 4.4 0.4210 
distressing-relaxing  4.9166667 4.4666667 0.3545 
gloomy-exciting  5.5416667 4.6428571 0.019** 
unfavorable-
favorable  5.7826087 5.0714286 0.0549* 
** Significant to the 0.05 level.  
*** Significant to the 0.01 level 
 
Figure 20: Comparison of affective images of Prague, drawn in Prague 
and from memory 
  Mean   
Affective  images  There 
NCSU 
(memory) 
There v 
memory p 
ugly (1)-beautiful(7) 5.9230769 5.8947368 0.9717 
boring-interesting  5.6923077 6.3157895 0.0381** 
dirty-clean  4.5897436 3.7894737 0.0827* 
noisy-quiet  4.2105263 3.8421053 0.2702 
chaotic-ordered  4.2051282 3.2631579 0.0043*** 
smelly-fresh  4.3846154 3.7894737 0.0895* 
unfriendly-friendly  4.4871795 3.3157895 0.0029*** 
unpleasant-pleasant  5.5789474 5.7368421 0.7951 
sleepy-arousing  4.6666667 5.0526316 0.2684 
distressing-relaxing  4.7435897 4.1578947 0.0586* 
gloomy-exciting  5.2105263 4.5 0.1441 
unfavorable-
favorable  5.5135135 6.0526316 0.068* 
* Significant to the 0.10 level.  
** Significant to the 0.05 level 
*** Significant to the 0.01 level 
 
 
There is almost no difference between the affective image of Prague for males and females.  
Europeans find Prague to be significantly friendlier but less friendly.  Most significance was 
found in comparing those who had been in Prague for less than two weeks and long-term 
residents.  Tourists found the city to be more beautiful, interesting, cleaner, friendlier, more 
pleasant, exciting and favorable.  But this is the tourist experience, no? They want to be in a 
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beautiful, interesting, pleasant, exciting place.  The longer one lives in a place, it is natural that 
exciting would decrease 
 
In memory, Prague is very different than in its presence.  It is significantly more interesting, 
dirtier, chaotic, smelly, unfriendly, distressing and, perhaps surprisingly after all of that, 
favorable.  Perhaps that is due to some of the non-significant factors: in memory, Prague is more 
pleasant, arousing, as well as gloomier.   
 
Space Syntax of Prague as a Network System 
 
Our second map-making technique is a type of space syntax analysis.  This is intended to be 
“based on the direct study of buildings and build environments, and guided by concepts formed 
out of the necessities of this study” (Hillier, 1996, p. 3).  When looking at large urban areas, such 
as Prague, space syntax generally uses the technique of axial-line analysis (Hillier, 1996; Penn, 
2003; Bafna, 2003).  In hand-made axial line analysis,  
 
The researcher lays down “the longest straight line” that passes through at least one permeable 
threshold between two adjacent convex spaces and repeats this until all the permeable thresholds 
between all adjacent convex spaces have been crossed. The resulting network of intersecting 
straight lines is the axial map 
Bafna, 2003, p. 23 
 
Thankfully, computer programs have made this task far less tedious.  The theoretical basis for 
interest in the axial line is again best summed up by Bafna: 
 
The underlying intuition is similar to that of convex spaces, based on the notions that first, the line 
of sight is a significant organizing and unifying device in experience and that second, the number 
of distinct turns on a route are more crucial to spatial experience than actual distance covered. 
Perceived distance between two spaces, therefore, is counted through depth, namely, in terms of 
the number of turns along a path between one space and another rather than as actual journey 
length. 
Bafna, 2003, pp. 23-24 
 
Here is also defined one of our major variables: depth: the number of lines separating a particular 
line from another.  Therefore, the mean depth is a global measurement for each line, the average 
number of lines separating it from all others in the system.  Derived from this is the converse: 
global integration, in which  
 
Higher integration values of nodes, therefore, indicate that the node is less deep on an average 
from all other nodes, or in other words, that it is more integrated into the spatial system. 
Bafna, 2003, p. 25 
 
Because this last measurement is a global one, that is, measures integration from every 
other line in the system, it is vulnerable to barrier effect: lines closer to the center of a 
system will naturally have a higher integration.  Therefore, a modification is often used in 
urban settings in which only a part of the system is examined for each line.  This is called 
local integration.  According to Hillier, “In most studies the best performing spatial 
variable is radius-3 integration” (1998), that is, the integration of a particular line within a 
system of the lines that is within three lines away.  This is here notated integration(r3). 
 
Page 34 of 74 
 
Finally, perhaps the simplest measurement is connectivity, which is simply the number of 
other lines that a particular line crosses. 
 
Meanwhile, in the book that codified much of space syntax, Space is the Machine (1996), Hillier 
defines an important aspect of that field, “intelligibility”: “An intelligible system is one in which 
well-connected spaces also tend to be well-integrated” (p. 129). This is measured by running a 
regression with the two variables: connectivity and integration(r3).  Unfortunately, I have not 
found an established categorization of what a “good” or “bad” R2 is; generally, however, a 
higher R2 means that the system is more intelligible. 
 
Methodology 
Creating a usable space syntax analysis from a data set as large as a city is a complicated 
process.  There are many tools that are suited to parts of the process, but none that will complete 
the overall process in one go2
1) ArcGIS: make shape file of all building footprints that is comprehensive but simplistic.  
That is, the file I received from the city of Prague contains every building to minute 
detail.  I created a layer that included almost every building, but to lesser detail: generally 
buildings and details less than 2 meters were ignored.  This simplification made analysis 
with the next tool, Depthmap, possible.  This file must be converted into .dxf CAD 
format to be readable by the Depthmap. 
.  The process I have adopted is: 
 
See figure X\22, p. 31: GIS representation of building foot-prints of the central city of Prague in 2009. 
 
2) Depthmap:  this tool is developed at University College London, one of many space 
syntax tools they have developed.  Generally, there are two that are most advanced: 
Depthmap and Confeego.  Unfortunately, the latter is only usable as an extension to 
MapInfo, a GIS program to which I have not access.  Depthmap has the ability to take a 
DXF of building footprints and create an axial map or the longest strait lines in the 
system, or a least-lines map, the first step in syntactical analysis.  The least line map 
unfortunately has some errors in it, however, such that some lines are unconnected. 
(Figure 21).  
 
 
Figure 21: Grey disconnected lines produced by Depthmap, and connected 
 
                                                 
2 MapInfo, with the extension Confeego, appears to be a pair of tools that might complete the task, but this program 
is not widely available, and not available at either UNC or NCSU. 
Page 35 of 74 
 
3) Axwoman, a program that is an extension for ArcGIS, is able to detect lines that are 
unconnected.  Therefore, we must export from Depthmap back to ArcGIS.  
Unfortunately, Depthmap exports in MapInfo format, not ArcGIS, so we must export a 
.mif file. 
4) ArcCatelog is able to convert the .mif to an ArcGIS Shapefile, which is then imported 
into ArcMap.  Axwoman is then used to detect unconnected lines, which are then 
corrected in Depthmap. 
5) Depthmap conducts spatial analysis on the lines.  While Depthmap assigns various 
syntactical measurements to each line, it is not as good as ArcMap at then allowing one 
to play with the spatial arrangement of them, and to identify those lines on a map.  It is, 
however useful is creating a scatter plot of the various measurements, including the one 
we are looking for: a comparison of integration and connectivity. Depthmap will also 
calculate a best-fit-line and resulting R2.  This is the figure that tells us how “intelligible” 
a system is according to Hillier. 
 
See figure 23, p. 32: GIS space syntax axial line representation of central city of Prague in 2009, by 
integration (r=3). 
 
6) The above method will allow the analysis of system-wide properties like integration-
connectivity R2, but ArcGIS is better than Depthmap at allowing users to design maps for 
presentation.  Therefore, maps are reimported to ArcGIS, where visual analysis of centers 
of integration is performed. 
 
Locations of importance according to Space Syntax, 2009 
 
The first map (figure 22) is that of the central part of Prague as it existed in 2009.  This was 
based upon GIS data provided me by the City of Prague. This is the area that I considered to be 
“central Prague” for the purposes of this part of the study.  I chose these bounds for several 
reasons.  The minimum area included the central districts: the Castle district, Mala Strana, Old 
Town and New Town.  Additionally, because Sir Toby’s is in Holesovice, this was also included.  
As the NCSU pension was is Vinohrady, and many of the long-term residents live there, the 
western part of this district was also included.  Areas between western Vinohrady and 
Holesovice were included in order to create continuity: western Zizkov and Karlin.  Smichov 
was included to allow southern connections across the Vltava.   
 
The decision to exclude areas beyond these was based largely on the built form: because 
syntactical analysis is based upon sight lines, it is very well suited to traditional European city 
form where buildings often come to the property line.  In areas that are more suburban it 
becomes more difficult and error-prone to decide where one can see and where one cannot.  
Should polygons be drawn at the property-line, at the building foot-print, or somewhere in 
between, say at vegetation?  I haven’t found a good answer to this question, though many 
analyses have looked at larger areas that contain such built form.  Following syntactical 
standards, large parks and the river are drawn as polygons in GIS. 
 
 
Page 36 of 74 
 
 
Figure 22: GIS representation of building foot-prints of the central city of Prague in 2009. 
 
Running this diagram through Depthmap produces this least-line diagram, colored by 
integration(3) (figure 23). 
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Figure 23: GIS space syntax axial line representation of central city of Prague in 2009, by integration (r=3). 
 
 
Highly integrated axes have been correlated to pedestrian and vehicular presence, retail value 
and crime statistics.  According to Hillier, et al.,  
 
A key property of interest is how the various configurational variables are distributed in the urban 
grid. This can be shown graphically by drawing 'core maps' of, for example, the 10% most 
integrated lines and the 50% least integrated (most 'segregated') in a system. In most towns or 
urban areas integration core maps will pick out the main thoroughfares and shopping areas, 
whereas the least integrating will tend to pick out areas with primarily residential functions, that is 
integration cores seem to offer a graphic realization of some morphological 'deep structure' of a 
town or urban area 
Hillier et al., 1993 
Figure 24 is such a map of radius-3 integration throughout central Prague.  This is what we will 
compare to like maps developed from the other methods, guidebook analysis, questionnaire 
analysis and sketchmap analysis 
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Figure 24: radius-3 integration map. Blue=top 10% of axes, green=bottom 50%.   
 
 
This map shows some interesting features.  While the old town as a whole contains many areas 
that are full of least integrated segments, the major axes and the Old Town Square are 
highlighted.  Because space syntax analysis does not well take into account three dimensions and 
view-sheds, the castle has low integration.  Interestingly, some of the “newer” (post-1300) areas 
of town are consistently high ranking in integration: Smichov, Karlin, major axes within New 
Town, and especially Vinohrady.  This integration is partially due to the fact that the streets have 
something of a grid system. This creates long axes that have ample opportunity to intersect other 
axial lines.  Nevertheless, it is interesting that these areas, especially Vinohrady, are mentioned 
often by long-term residents, even if not tourists.  
 
Finally, to compare with the top ten lists provided with the other maps, in Figure 25 are the top 
ten axes by integration, r=3. 
 
 
Florenc Station 
area, Karlin 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vinohrady 
 
 
Castle 
 
Old Town Sq 
 
Charles Bridge 
 
Charles St. 
 
 
Smichov 
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Figure 25: GIS space syntax axial line representation of central city of Prague in 2009, top ten integration (r=3). 
 
A map of the top ten integrated lines in 2009 (figure 25) show two areas of prominence: an axis 
that stretches from Smichov, through Charles Square, to Miru Square, and down Krunni into 
Vinohrady.  Secondly, there is a cross in north-east New Town that stretches to western 
Holesovice, Old Town and Karlin. 
 
Historic 
An ancillary part of this project looks at how Prague has changed over time.  I therefore have 
made syntactical maps based upon historic maps, as drawn in Cafourek (1965).  The atlas has 
maps from many years, including 1848, 1500 and 1420.   
 
One of the major changes to central Prague occurred around the turn of the 20th century, when 
the city of Prague tore down the historic Jewish quarter, Josefov, and rebuilt the area in the 
“Parisian” style (figure 26). The 1848 map, therefore, has this section of town pre-urban renewal.   
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Figure 26: Jewish Town in 1848 and    2009 
 
A sensible question is what would a city be like had urban renewal not occurred.  Here, we can at 
least partially answer that question.  Figures 27-30 show the 2009 Prague with the 1848 Jewish 
town inserted.   
 
Figure 27: 1848 Jewish Town inside the 2009 Prague 
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Figure 28: 1848 Jewish Town inside the 2009 Prague 
 
 
Figure 29: 1848 Jewish Town inside the 2009 Prague 
Page 42 of 74 
 
 
Figure 30: 1848 Jewish Town inside the 2009 Prague 
 
 
 
Another major change in the mobility about Prague over the centuries has been the creation of 
new bridges. While Charles Bridge or its antecedents date from the 1100s, the predecessors to 
Legion Bridge was built in 1839, and to Manes Bridge in 1868. Palackeho bridge was built in 
1876.  All other crossings of the Vltava in our focus area were built in the 20th century.  
Therefore, we shall look at three historic maps: the 1848 map as presented in the atlas, with the 
Charles and Legion bridges and the same map without the Legion bridge, representing the city 
before 1839.  Before this, the major structural change within this area was the addition of the 
New Town starting in the 14th century.  We can only assume that the building footprints had 
changed much in that time as well, so the “1838” map is as far back as we can perhaps 
legitimately go.  Nevertheless, one last map is a speculative representation of a medieval Prague, 
before the creation of New Town. 
 
Figures 31-34 depict the area within the walls (most of which were demolished in the late 19th 
century), that is, Old Town, New Town, the Castle District and Mala Strana.  
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Figure 31: 1848 
 
   
Figure 32: 1848 
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Figure 33: 1848 
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Figure 34: 1848 
 
In the 1848 map, the syntactical focus has moved largely to the New Town, though the 
beginnings of the Charles Square-Miru Square axis is present.   
 
In his description of the creation of the New Town, Demetz (1997) writes: 
 
The many markets are still fundamental to Prague topography even after six hundred years: the 
horse market, now Wenceslas Square; the cattle market, now Charles Square, where they also sold 
fish, wheat, charcoal, and little articles made of wood; on Jecna Street, close to the fortified gate, 
where pigs were for sale; and, even closer to the river, at Podskali, long the home of proud 
ferrymen and fishermen, where driftwood from the river was offered for kitchen and heating 
purposes, virtually a Podskali monopoly. 
 pp. 79-80 
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With the exception of the last, all these are amongst the highest integration; the presence of the 
ferry at Podskali cannot be accounted for in syntactical analysis particularly easily, however, and 
perhaps explains its absence from the top ten.  The river-front street of Podskali is, however,  
amongst the top 10% of axial lines in the 1838 map. 
 
There is an odd cross in the northern section of New Town, at Samcova/Biskupska and Petrska 
that is more difficult to explain.  There is present at the intersection the 12th century Church of 
St. Peter in Porici, important enough that the street is named “Petrska” or Peter.  This is also 
close to the northern nexus of integration in the 2009 map. 
 
The next historic situation to examine is the city with but one bridge – as it existed in 1838.  This 
is approximated by analyzing the 1848 map, but without the Legion Bridge (figures 35-38). 
 
Figure 35: 1848 without Legion Bridge, 1838 approximation 
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Figure 36: 1848 without Legion Bridge, 1838 approximation 
 
Figure 37: 1848 without Legion Bridge, 1838 approximation 
Wenceslas Sq. (Horse Sq.) 
 
Charles Sq. (Cattle Sq.) 
 
 
Jecna Street (Pigs) 
 
 
 
Podskali 
Page 48 of 74 
 
 
Figure 38: 1848 without Legion Bridge, 1838 approximation 
 
While figure 37, with the bottom 50% integrated lines and the top 90% is not obviously different 
from the 1848 map (figure 35), the removal of Legion Bridge brings the medieval Fruit 
(Ovocny)/Havel Market section into the top ten.   
 
Finally, we can look at a perhaps extreme approximation of the pre-1300s Prague, by removing 
New Town (figures 39-42). 
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Figure 39: 1848 without Legion Bridge, New Town, 1300 Prague approximation 
 
 
 
Figure 40: 1848 without Legion Bridge, New Town, 1300 Prague approximation 
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Figure 41: 1848 without Legion Bridge, New Town, 1300 Prague approximation 
 
Figure 42: 1848 without Legion Bridge, New Town, 1300 Prague approximation 
 
 
Throughout Prague’s history, then, the right bank of the river has been paramount syntactically. 
Interestingly, in none of the maps is the royal way, Charles St. highly integrated: there are 
always more direct routes from Old Town to the left bank 
Charles St. 
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With the expansion of New Town, the syntactic integration center of the city shifted to the two 
new major squares: Charles and Wenceslas, as well as Jecna St.  As mentioned earlier, these 
were the economic hubs of this section of the city. 
 
In the build-out of Smichov, Vinohrady, Karlin and Zizkov between 1848 and 2009, the center of 
Prague’s integration shifted further.  While Charles square has maintained its integration, 
Wenceslas has lost its. Charles Square has become a major part of the Smichov-Miru Square-
Vinohrady axis, while Wenceslas continues to be a major spine in the tourist axis.   Of course, 
Old Town, which has lost its integration, and the castle, which has never been highly integrated, 
are part of the tourist axis as well. 
 
Early in this paper was the hypothesis that “the intention of Baroque was to configure a Multi-
Center layout for the dynamic function of the city” (Kigawa, et al., 2006, p. 269).  The historical 
syntactical analysis of Prague upholds this theory. 
 
 
Intelligibility and Prague Over Time 
 
So far the main syntactical measure has been integration(3).  When this is regressed against 
connectivity, the R2 is a measure of “intelligibility.”  While integration has given a sense of how 
lines within a system relate to each other, intelligibility is a system-wide measure, and therefore 
can be used to compare systems to each other. 
 
In our map years, R2 does not change uniformly in any direction (figure 43).  While 1838 is less 
intelligible than 1300, 1848 is more intelligible than either.  While visually the change from 1838 
to 1848 seemed small, the intelligibility of the system increased .53%.   The addition of the 
second bridge evidently changed the shape of the city to a large degree. The changes between 
1848 and the present decrease intelligibility, from .66 or .67 to .64 or .65.  If the 19th century 
urban planners did not destroy the historic Jewish town, however, the imageability of the city 
would be higher: .65 to the current configurations’ .64.   
 
Figure 43: Intelligibility of various maps, measured by R2 
Map R2 
Full 2009 0.640744 
Full 2009 with 1848 Josefov 0.649836 
1848 0.670434 
1838 0.664355 
1300 0.668499 
 
Creating Maps from Guidebooks 
 
I picked two guidebooks to look at, Lonely Planet Central Europe 7th edition (“LP”,  Smitz,, et 
al., 2007) and Rough Guide to Europe 2006 (“RG”, Adamczak, et al., 2005)). While there are 
newer editions of both available, they were published after my surveying in Prague, and 
therefore are not applicable.  I chose these two brands of guidebook because they are common 
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choices for tourists generally (Quinlan, 2005, p. v) and in my experience, of budget 
“backpacker” tourists.   
 
I had the option of looking instead at Prague-specific guidebooks such as the Rough Guide to 
Prague (Humphreys, et al, 2008) but did not for two reason..   First of all, in my experience, the 
average backpacker in Prague is on a journey that includes at least one city outside The Czech 
Republic, likely much of Europe. They are therefore far more likely to be carrying and 
developing an image of the city from a guidebook that surveys the continent as a whole.  In my 
own case, though I have been to Prague many times, my five weeks in Prague researching this 
paper is the first that I have purchased a city-specific guidebook.  Secondly, while the RG to 
Europe has ten pages dedicated to the city, and LP has twenty-two, RG to Prague dedicates, 
naturally, all but thirteen of its three-hundred pages to the city (citation). For the sake of time I 
chose the smaller sources.  If this study is deemed worthwhile, like studies of city-specific 
guidebooks are also of worth, especially if researchers are studying groups like expats who are 
more likely to own city-specific books, or for cities like New York, Tokyo and London that are 
more likely to be specific destinations. 
 
 
Method 
 
I recorded any reference that was mappable.  The only mappable things I did not include were 
parenthetical addresses:  eg.   
 
A passage at Pohořelec 8 leads to the Strahov Library 
 
would yield a notation for both “passage at Pohořelec 8” and “Strahov Library.”  
 
Meanwhile,  
 
“Sanctuary of Our Lady of Loreta (Map pp110-11; 220 516 789; www.loreta.cz; Loretánské 
nám 7; adult/child 90/70Kč; 9.15am-12.15pm & 1-4.30pm)”  
 
would yield only “Sanctuary of Our Lady of Loreta” (LP CE 07 p. 107, emphasis added to show 
location in quotes).  
 
The rationale here is that in the former, the mention of the passage, being in the text itself, is 
itself a marker.  Further, it is not exactly at the spot of Strahov Library.  Meanwhile, the 
parenthetical is itself marking the exact spot of the Sanctuary.  I am not certain that this is the 
best method, but it is the one I went with.  Likewise, translations were ignored:  
 
“Karlova leads east towards Staroměstské nám, Prague’s Old Town Square, dominated by the 
twin Gothic steeples of Týn Church”  
 
would yield notation of Karlova street, Old Town Square and the church, but not two for the 
square (LP CE 07 p. 108, emphasis added to show location in quote). 
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“AVE (251 551 011; www.avetravel.cz; Praha-hlavní nádraží, Nové Město;  6am-11pm) 
Offices at the airport, main train station and Praha-Holešovice train station. The main station 
branch specializes in last-minute accommodation” 
-LP CE 07 p. 112, emphasis added to show location in quotes 
 
would yield: two marks for AVE, located at the same spot at the main train station (Praha-hlavní 
nádraží).  These are from the parenthetical “Praha-hlavní nádraží” and the “main station branch” 
mentions.  The sentence would further yield a mark each for the in-text references to “the airport, 
main train station and Praha-Holešovice train station.”  It would not yield any for Nove Mesto. 
 
Once all mappable references were noted, they were split into three categories: points, lines and 
polygons.  These distinctions were made for two reasons: first, to allow for mapping in ArcGIS, 
where all objects must be defined as such.  Secondly, these correspond to some extent with 
Lynch’s districts, paths and landmarks, though not exactly. Most were easy to decide upon: 
districts, such as Old town, are polygons; streets are lines; shops are points.  Depending on 
whether the map focuses on Prague overall or the city center, the Vltava river could be shown as 
a line or a polygon.  Because most of our maps are of the city overall, it is shown as a line.  In 
Lynchian analysis, rivers are considered barriers, and therefore make some intuitive sense that 
they would be shown as lines. 
 
Because LP has a longer Prague section than does RG, and because of the somewhat different 
format, it has many more entries in total: 447 and 232 respectively.  In totaling the two I 
corrected for this by multiplying the number of LP references by 232/447.  This is reasonable as 
most tourists will have one guidebook, and the impact of a mention in LP is correspondingly 
lower due to the sheer quantity of references.  The top features are shown in figure 44, 
highlighted are top features in both guidebooks.  Figures 45-50 show the map of the places 
mentioned in total and in each guidebook. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 44: Most mentioned items, by guidebook 
Corrected total:       RG:     LP   
Old Town 20.78   Old Town 12   Old Town 17 
Mala Strana district 12.17   Mala Strana district 7   Old Town Square 14 
New Town 11.65   New Town 7   Main train station 14 
Old Town Square 11.23   Castle District 7   Charles Bridge 13 
Charles Bridge 10.72   Josefov District 6   Prague Castle 12 
Castle District 10.62   Republic Square 6   Mala Strana district 10 
Prague Castle 10.20   Old Town Square 4   New Town 9 
Main train station 9.23   Charles Bridge 4   Florenc bus station 9 
Josefov district 7.03   Prague Castle 4   Castle District 7 
Wenceslas Square 6.62   St. Vitus Cathedral 4   Wenceslas Square 7 
Republic Square 6.52         Holesovice train station 7 
Page 54 of 74 
 
 
Figure 45: weighted total of both guidebooks 
 
 
 
Figure 46: Central Prague, corrected total of both guidebooks 
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Figure 47: Rough Guide Total 
 
 
Figure 48:Central Prague, Rough Guide 
 
 
 
Page 56 of 74 
 
 
Figure 49: Lonely Planet Total 
 
 
Figure 50: Central Prague,  Lonely Planet  
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The differences between LP and RG are not completely surprising – RG is known to be good for 
reading about a destination, and getting a sense of the place.   LP, on the other hand, is known for 
being most useful when one arrives in the city, and with many references to infrastructure such 
as train and bus stations, this analysis does not disappoint. 
 
The first guidebook of the second group, i.e. those which hold tourists by hand, is the Lonely  
Planet. Although originally planned to satisfy any kind of taste, it is one of the most used guides 
among the low budget, independent travelers 
 
 [Rough Guide offers] longer descriptions of the sights, sometimes even indulging in comments and 
anecdotes. However, like the LP, this guide is written in a colloquial language and often recurs to irony as a  
rhetorical strategy to present peculiar or ‘negative’ aspects. 
Vestito, 2006, pp. 47-48, 50 
 
Because this study is not looking at guidebooks that are not aimed at backpackers/independent 
tourists, such as Fodor’s and Frommer’s, analysis against this type of guidebook is not possible 
here.  Comparing these maps and charts to our other forms of analysis, sketch maps and space 
syntax, will be more fulfilling. 
 
Inter-Map Analysis 
 
Guidebook – Space Syntax 
Because space syntax looks at axial-lines, the best comparison to guidebooks, cognitive maps 
and questionnaires would be the streets, bridges and squares.  Districts are also informative, as 
syntactical analysis can identify which areas of the city are most integrated as well. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure  51: Most mentioned items in guidebooks and most integrated lines from various years 
 Guidebook  Corr. Total  
Routes 
Space Syntax – Top Ten 
Integrated Axial Lines, 2009 
Space Syntax – Top Ten 
Integrated Axial Lines, 1848 
Space Syntax – Top Ten 
Integrated Axial Lines, 
1838 
Space Syntax – Top 
Ten Integrated Axial 
Lines, 1300 
1. Charles Bridge (10.72) 
1. Jecna/Jugoslavska 1. Spalena/Charles Sq. 1. Spalena/Charles Sq. 1. Smetanovo/ 
Kizovnicka 
2. Wenceslas Sq. (6.62) 
2. Jugoslavska/Nam. 
Miru/Korunni 
2. Samcova/Biskupska 2. Samcova/Biskupska 2. Charles Bridge 
3. Narodni (4.55) 
3. Resslova/Jiraskuv Bridge/v 
Botanice 
3. Jungmannova/Charles Sq. 3. Jungmannova/Charles 
Sq. 
3. Ritirska/Ovocny 
4. Na prikope (3.52) 
4. Anglicka/Nam. 
Miru/Francouzska/Charles Sq. 
4. Jecna/Charles Sq./Resslova 4. Smetanovo/Kizovnicka 4. Zelezna/Old Town 
Square 
5.  Parizska (2.52) 
5. Wilsonova/Hlakuv Bridge 5. Smetanovo/Kizovnicka 5. Jecna/Charles Sq./ 
Resslova 
5. Platnerska 
6.  Golden Lane (2.03) 
6. Nabrezi Ludvika Svobody 6. Vodickova/Jindrisska 6. Vodickova/Jindrisska 6. Dlouha/Old Town 
Square 
6. Charles St.  (2.03) 7. Zitna/ Charles Sq. 7. Spalena/Na perstyne 7. Spalena/Na perstyne 7. Hastalska 
8. Tomasska ul (1.52) 8. Spalena 8. Narodni 8. Petrska 8. Kaprova/ Valentiska 
8. Tynska (1.52) 9. Valetrzni 9. Petrska 9. Wenseslas Square 9. Broad Street 
10. Celetna (1.03) 
10. Stephen’s 
Bridge/Revolucni/Republic 
Square 
10. Wenseslas Square 10. Ritirska/Ovocny 10. Husova 
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Figure  52: Top 10 Guidebook routes 
 
Figure  53:Top integration – 2009 Figure 54:Top integration – 1848 
 
Figure  55:Top integration –1838 Figure  56:Top integration – 1300 
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Looking at the most integrated axial lines from 2009 and most mentioned routes in guidebooks, 
there is not much overlap (figure 51).  In the guidebooks, the most mentioned routes are 
exclusively in the central tourist area: in Old Town, Wenceslas Sq. in New Town, in Malo Strana 
and a street in the Castle.  Meanwhile, the axial lines with the highest integration in 2009 are in 
two areas: the Smichov/Charles Square/Miru Square/Vinohrady axis, and the secondary nexus 
defining the northern bounds of New Town.  The only cross-over between the two is Republic 
Square, which defines one border between Old Town (which the guidebooks are most concerned 
with) and New Town (which is highly ranked syntactically).  Two of the guidebooks’ most 
mentioned routes lead to this area, Celetna and Na prikope.  Further, Republic Square itself is 
mentioned 6.52 times in the guidebooks. 
 
More of a comparison can be made to the older maps: The 1848 map introduces Wenceslas Sq. 
Na prikope, the second and fourth most mentioned streets in the guidebooks.  In 1838 we lose Na 
Prikope, but it reappears in the 1300 map.  Also in the 1300 map are Charles Bridge and two 
streets focusing on Old Town Square, though different ones than in the guidebooks.  In both 
cases, the main street of Josefov, the Jewish Town, is highlighted: in 1300 this was Broad Street, 
and in 2009 it is Parizska. Interestingly, they are perpendicular to each other. 
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Figure  57: Central Prague, corrected total of both guidebooks 
 
 
Figure  58: 2009 Integration Figure  59: 1848 Integration 
 
 
Figure  60: 1838 Integration Figure  61: 1300 Integration 
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When we compare broader maps, not much more of a trend emerges for 2009.  The main areas of 
convergence in the syntactical map are around Miru Square and at the border between Karlin and 
New Town.  The only real convergence is at the latter, which is where Florenc bus station is, a 
place that is mentioned 5.65 times (corrected) in the guidebooks. While Prague Castle is not 
mentioned as often in the guidebooks as it is drawn in the cognitive maps, places within the 
castle grounds are mentioned many times, not only St. Vitus Cathedral, but the Convent of St. 
George, Golden Lane, and many other tourist attractions.  In space syntax, the castle is 
overwhelmingly ignored, the entirety of its grounds being in the under-50% group of integration.   
 
As we move further into the past, as with the previous section, syntactical integration and the 
guidebooks converge.  This is less so, however, when looking at maps that show more than the 
top features because the guidebook map still covers areas in the newer parts of the city, though 
not with as much emphasis as the older parts.  The transition to showing polygons and points, 
which are not part of axial analysis, also weakens the connection.  
 
As with other comparisons made in this paper, the major distinction between integration analysis 
and guidebooks is the prominence of the castle.  This will be discussed in more depth in the 
conclusion. 
 
Guidebooks – Cognitive maps 
 
Figure 62 shows the top mentioned mappable things in guidebooks, cognitive maps, maps drawn 
by tourists, and maps drawn by long-term residents. The most striking difference between the 
two groups of charts is the lack of the Vltava amongst the top ten most mentioned objects in the 
guidebooks, whereas forty-two of forty-six drawn maps showed the river (one person drew it 
twice.)  While it cognitive maps show that the river is paramount in the image of Prague, 
guidebooks mention the river a corrected 4.55 times. 
 
As might be expected, tourist maps are closer to the guidebooks’ than long-term residents’.  In 
all three, the top tourist sites, the castle and Charles Bridge, are foci.  Meanwhile, the tourist 
maps and guidebooks continue to emphasize the next class of tourist sites, Old Town, Old Town 
Square and Wenceslas Square.  As also might be expected, while the long-term residents’ maps 
were much broader in their view, the tourists and the guidebooks focused on the traditional older 
part of the city, from New Town to the Castle.   
 
The exception is in lines, where the long-term residents’ map is closer to the guidebooks’.  This 
is at least partially due to the methodology: if a tram was mentioned, the entirety of the tram 
would be mapped, and they go rather far in the outer districts of Prague.  This is still interesting, 
however.  The long-term residents know many trams and busses because such knowledge comes 
with living in a city that is as public-transit focused as is Prague.  Meanwhile, the guidebooks 
also mention these lines often, as they have to tell tourists how to get to many different parts of 
the city, as they may be staying in many parts of the city.  My sample of tourists, however, all 
lived at one hostel, many of the tram lines they drew are ones that serve that hostel.  A further 
study would do well to test this at various hostels, and see if the map changes depending on the 
location. 
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In facilities too, the guidebooks and the tourist maps were far closer than either were with the 
long-term residents’.  All three groups contained the airport, but the tourists’ and guidebook 
maps also focus on the main and secondary (Holesovice) train stations and the main bus station.  
The long-term residents’ maps, meanwhile, tended to note many more of the central metro stops, 
as well as local streets near the drawers’ homes. 
 
Figure  62: Most mentioned items in guidebooks and most drawn items in various classes of maps 
Guidebook  Corr. Total   Map Total Map Tourist Map Long Term 
1. Old Town (20.78) 1. Vltava (43) 1. Vltava (20) 1. Vltava (10) 
2. Mala Strana district (12.17) 2. Prague Castle (35) 2. Prague Castle (17) 2. Prague Castle (6) 
3. New Town (11.65) 3. Charles Br. (28) 3. Charles Br. (15) 3. Charles Br. (5) 
4. Old Town Square (11.23) 4. Wenceslas Sq. (17) 4. Old Town Square (11) 3. Holesovice (5) 
5. Charles Bridge (10.72) 4. Petrin Hill (17) 5. Petrin Hill (9) 3. Stromkova Park (5) 
6. Castle District (10.62) 6. Old Town (16) 5. Manes Bridge (9) 6. Letna Hill (4) 
7. Prague Castle (10.20) 7. Old Town Square (20) 7. Legii Bridge (8) 6. Zizkov Hill (4) 
8. Main train station (9.23)  8. Clocktower/Old Town Hall (10) 7. Cechuv Bridge (8) 6. Zizkov Monument (4) 
9. Josefov district (7.03) 8. letna park (10) 7. St. Vitus Cathedral (8) 6. Karlin (4) 
10. Wenceslas Sq. (6.62) 10. NCSU institute (9) 10. Wenceslas Sq. (6) 6. Nam. Miru (4) 
  10. Old Town (6)  
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Figure 63: weighted total of both guidebooks 
 
 
Figure 64: Public Image, total Figure 65: Short-term  
 
 
Figure 66: long-term residents 
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Space Syntax – Cognitive maps 
 
When comparing top ten features of sketch maps and integration, again there is not very much 
connection, save Wenceslas Square matching between the cognitive maps and the syntactical 
diagrams of historic configurations.  The long-term map does reference the southern of the two 
2009 integration nodes, from Smichov, over Jiraskuv bridge, and down Jecna street.  There is 
then a break until Miru square, and more emphasis of Vinohrady.  The inclusion of Pizemska 
street, which extends far to the west of the central city, continues this line of power. 
 
 
Figure 67: Top integration – 2009 Figure 68: Top integration – 1848 
 
Figure 69: Top integration –1838 Figure 70: Top integration – 1300 
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Figure 71: Top 10 Map total, less than two weeks Figure 72: Top four long-term 
 
 
 
Figure 73: Top 10 long-term, with eighteen tied for a single mention. 
 
 
When looking at more general maps, the 2009 integration map continues to be closer to the long-
term residents’ map, with emphasis on the Vinohrady-Smichov axis, New Town, Karlin and 
Holesovice.  The tourist maps are closer to the historic integration of Prague.  None of the maps 
emphasis the northern of the two loci of 2009 integration, however.  Interestingly, both the long-
term residents and NCSU students drew Charles Square, but this was never drawn by the 
tourists.  This may be due to integration being more related to longer-term residents’ image of 
the city, or the fact that the NCSU pension was and many of the  long-term residents lived in the 
southern part of the city.   
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Meanwhile, tourists’ maps correspond more closely to the older maps, both concentrating on 
New Town.  This may not be meaningful, however, as the older maps had smaller extents, and 
therefore would naturally focus on areas within those extents. 
 
 
Figure 74: 2009 Integration Figure 75: 1848 Integration 
 
 
Figure 76: 1838 Integration Figure 77: 1300 Integration 
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Figure 78: Total Map center Figure 79: Less than two week center 
 
 
Figure 80: Map Long term center 
 
Conclusions 
There are many interesting connections to be drawn between these three systems of mapping.  
First, there is more connection between guidebooks, tourists’ images of the city and the city’s 
historic syntax.  On the other hand, contemporary syntax and locals’ image of the city are more 
similar.   
 
One major problem with syntactical analysis in Prague came up again and again: the de-
emphasis of the castle.  Axial lines are supposed to be lines of visibility.  That visibility is the 
connection to the human experience, that is supposed to allow this network analysis to be 
relevant to people, and to have a correlation with where people go.  The third dimension has 
entered the discussion of SS in some degree, by disconnecting areas that are not visible from 
each other, though perhaps in a straight line.  Unfortunately, it has yet incorporate areas that are 
visible from each other, though not connected on-the-ground by a straight line.  This category 
includes much of the city of Prague and the castle, which is visible from most areas due to its 
height, and not due to the arrangement of buildings. 
 
I have yet to see fully fleshed out three dimensional axial-line analyses, but it seems that the data 
set has been assembled should anyone discover methods: 
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In Prague, the TIN terrain model of the area of the whole city and close surrounding has been 
maintained with the height accuracy from 40 cm in the edges to 4 cm by the river in the town 
centre. For the major part of built up area also the vector 3D model of buildings and green is 
available. 
 Čtyroký, J. & Bradová, E. (2007). P. 324 
Unfortunately, the I have not found the results of this Ctyroky & Bradova’s project publically available, 
so I cannot compare my findings to theirs. 
 
Amongst the lessons for the next time someone does a project of this sort are the following.  
First, try to get multiple hostels.  The tourists were by far the easiest to approach, so this should 
not be too difficult.  Second, if possible, try to follow Pearce’s method of selecting equal groups.  
Third, plan ahead how to gather surveys from more difficult groups to corner, including expats, 
locals, and other types of tourists.  I had many connections into the expat and local communities, 
and still found it difficult to corner many of them for the purpose of the survey. 
 
Finally, though the City of Prague has been most gracious in providing me the GIS data that I 
asked for, I should have asked for more:  the above Ctyroky & Bradova paper looks to have been 
published by the city, and this would have been interesting to compare to.  Secondly, I assume 
the city has more information regarding population, property values, and pedestrian movement 
that would have been most useful to fold in here.   
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Appendix: Survey Instrument 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire!   
 
Section 1. Image of Prague and Leisure Activities 
1. Please place an X in the box which most accurately reflects your image of Prague. 
ugly              beautiful 
boring              interesting 
dirty              clean 
noisy              quiet 
chaotic              ordered 
smelly              fresh 
unfriendly              friendly 
unpleasant              pleasant 
sleepy              arousing 
distressing              relaxing 
gloomy              exciting 
unfavorable              favorable 
 
2. Identify one place in Prague that you enjoy being at, that you would go out of your way to 
spend time at, and that you feel thoroughly positive about. Please explain why you like the place. 
 
 
 
 
3. Identify one place anywhere in Prague that you feel thoroughly negative about and might go 
out of your way to avoid. Please explain why you do not like the place. 
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4. Please close your eyes and think about Prague overall.  What do you see? 
 
 
 
 
 
5. When you think of Prague, what five things, good or bad, do you want to tell your friends who 
might be visiting from out of town? 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
 
 
6. When you go somewhere in Prague, how often do you use each of the following forms of 
transport? 
1—never 
 2—less than once a month 
 3—at least 1-2 times a month 
 4—at least 1-2 times a week 
5—most every day 
 6—twice a day or more 
 
own car                 someone else’s car                 
bus                 bicycle                 
walk                 tram                 
metro                 taxi                 
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Section 2. General Information 
7. Gender:     female   male 
8. Age: _________yrs 
9. Are you a(n): 
 Tourist/traveler/on holiday 
 Ex-patriot/immigrant/long term non-Czech resident 
 Native of Prague 
 Native of the Czech Republic, but not of Prague 
 Other:  ____________________________________________________________ 
10. What is your country of citizenship? ___________________________ 
11. Where in Prague are you residing? (Please be relatively specific: the name of the hotel, 
hostel or the street intersection, etc.) 
_________________________________________________________________ 
12. How long have you been in Prague? (years, months or days)________________________ 
13. Is this your first time in Prague? 
 Yes 
 No 
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